This study identifies individuals who are habitually susceptible to accepting postevent misinformation across testing on three separate events. The results indicate that those individuals identified as habitually susceptible exhibited higher dissociation scores and less of an association between memory accuracy and confidence than did the individuals identified as nonhabitually susceptible. When they were asked to identify the source of the remembered information, similar patterns of source attributions were found for all individuals when they were responding correctly and incorrectly to nonmisinformation and when they were correctly rejecting items of misinformation. Importantly, from a source-monitoring perspective, individuals identified as habitually susceptible demonstrated a different pattern of source attributions than did those classified as nonhabitually susceptible when they were accepting misinformation. Habitually susceptible individuals were as likely to attribute the source of their memory incorrectly to something seen in the experienced event as to attribute it correctly to something read after the fact.
In most eyewitness memory studies in which the misinformation effect has been investigated, the standard paradigm developed by Loftus and colleagues (e.g., Loftus, 1975; Loftus, Miller, & Burns, 1978; Loftus & Palmer, 1974) has been employed. This three-stage paradigm consists of an event-witnessing stage, followed by suggestive misleading postevent information and then a memory test designed to determine whether the participants have accepted the suggested misinformation as part of their memory for the original witnessed event. In general, studies in which this paradigm has been employed have consistently shown that a proportion of individuals exposed to misinformation are more likely to respond in a manner consistent with the misinformation, in comparison with individuals not exposed to misinformation.
Much of the past research on the misinformation effect was directed at discerning various factors that can increase or decrease an individual's susceptibility to misinformation. For example, the wording of misinformation (e.g., Loftus & Palmer, 1974) , a prior warning of the presence of misinformation (e.g., Greene, Flynn, & Loftus, 1982) , and suggesting misinformation that is blatantly false (e.g., Tousignant, Hall, & Loftus, 1986) have been shown to influence misinformation acceptance. The focus of this article is somewhat different: identifying individual differences associated with people who have a propensity to repeatedly accept misinformation as having occurred in previously witnessed events. Of special interest is whether individuals identified as habitually susceptible to misinformation acceptance differ from nonsusceptible individuals on their monitoring of the source of the misinformation.
A generally agreed upon explanation for the results from misinformation effect studies is provided by the sourcemonitoring framework proposed by Johnson, Hashtroudi, and Lindsay (1993;  see also Johnson & Raye, 1981; Mitchell & Johnson, 2000) . Within this framework, memories are the result of processes by which mental experiences are attributed to sources. These attributions are sometimes erroneous, because the distributions of the various features of information from different sources overlap and because other factors (e.g., prior knowledge, beliefs, desires, and so on) influence memory attributions. Therefore, factors that increase the overlap between the memories from various sources (e.g., vivid imagery would increase the overlap between perceived and imagined events), that reduce the criteria required for attributions to a particular source (e.g., a desire to believe that a particular source was the origin or a susceptibility to social influence), or that contribute supporting evidence (e.g., activated schemas or stereotypes) would tend to increase source errors. Of course, these factors might vary within an individual on different occasions or across different situations, accounting for withinindividual variability in susceptibility to misinformation.
One can also consider variability that occurs between individuals. That is, within the source-monitoring framework, there may be individuals who are habitually susceptible to accepting misinformation-for example, individuals with poorer memories of the features of events (leading to more overlap in memories from different 405 Copyright 2005 Psychonomic Society, Inc.
sources) who experience imagery more vividly, who habitually adopt inappropriate or lax criteria when evaluating the origin of mental experiences, or who are habitually susceptible to social influence. Some support for an individual difference perspective comes from a study reported by Tomes and Katz (1997) . They tested the same individuals on three separate independent events, using in each case a standard misinformation paradigm. Individuals who accepted some misinformation on the memory test in each of the three events were identified as habitually susceptible. Habitually susceptible individuals differed from those less susceptible in terms of poorer overall memory for the event, higher self-ratings of imagery vividness, and higher empathy scores. The aim of the present research was to examine additional psychometric individual difference variables that might potentially discriminate between individuals who are habitually susceptible and those who are not habitually susceptible and to relate habitual susceptibility to differences in source attribution.
The psychometric variables selected for the present study were chosen in accord with theoretical and empirical rationales and for the possible insights they might provide for the understanding of habitual susceptibility. The source-monitoring literature has specified a variety of factors (e.g., use of lax decision criteria) that influence source attributions (for a review, see Mitchell & Johnson, 2000) , and these were considered when some of the individual difference variables were selected. Moreover, research in the false memory literature has empirically demonstrated relations between false memory creation and various individual difference variables, and findings from this literature also guided the selection of variables (e.g., Hyman & Billings, 1998; Paddock, Terranova, Kwok, & Halpern, 2000; Winograd, Peluso, & Glover, 1998) . In all, 11 variables were measured in the present study, and these included confidence-accuracy calibration measures for both misinformation items and nonmisinformation items, total accuracy on nonmisinformation items, dissociation, absorption, vividness of imagery, dysphoria, state self-esteem, external locus of control, fear of negative evaluation, and boredom proneness. The rationale for including each individual difference measure in the present study will be described when these measures are presented in the Method section.
To anticipate the major findings of the present study, both the measure of dissociation and the confidenceaccuracy calibration measure for misinformation items were significantly related to habitual susceptibility. Moreover, people who habitually accepted misinformation differed in their attributions for the source of the misinformation from those who did accept misinformation, but not habitually, and from control participants who were never presented with misinformation.
METHOD Participants
All the participants were enrolled in an introductory psychology course at the University of Western Ontario. The participants were recruited from the university participant pool, and all received course credit. In all, 194 individuals (104 males and 90 females) participated, ranging in age from 18 to 27 years (M ϭ 19.74). Forty-four of these individuals (24 males and 20 females) were randomly assigned to the control condition, with the remaining 150 participants (80 males and 70 females) assigned to the experimental condition. 1 In addition, half of the participants in each condition completed an explicit source-monitoring task. As had been done by Tomes and Katz (1997) , a larger number of the participants were assigned to the experimental condition, because one focus of the study was to examine the predictability of individual difference measures on those who are habitually susceptible to acceptance of misinformation. Because only a relatively small portion of the population is expected to be habitually susceptible, a larger experimental group is necessary. The participants were tested in groups of 4-12, with an average group size of 6.
Materials
Video clips and misinformation questionnaires. Three different video clips were used, each depicting a crime scene lasting between 1 min 30 sec and 1 min 50 sec. The participants viewed all three of these video clips. These clips and their accompanying questionnaires were taken from the materials used by Tomes and Katz (1997;  see Appendix A for the misinformation items and Tomes & Katz, 1997, for a complete description of the video clips). Each video clip was followed by two sets of questionnaires, each consisting of 15 yes/no questions. The participants were also asked to rate the confidence level of their answer for each of the questions on a scale of 1 (not confident) to 5 (very confident). The first (manipulation) questionnaire for each video clip presented 4 questions that contained misinformation, along with 11 questions not containing misinformation (note that one question from the Z video presented two items of misinformation, resulting in 12 nonmisinformation questions on this particular questionnaire). The control group completed an identical questionnaire, with the exception that the implied misinformation was removed from the items. The second (assessment) questionnaire for each video clip assessed whether or not the 4 misinformation items had been accepted as part of the original event and was completed by all the participants. Overall memory for the event was assessed according to the accuracy of the participants' responses to all 67 items not containing misinformation from both the manipulation and the assessment questionnaires.
Source-monitoring task. After completion of the second questionnaire associated with a video clip, half the participants (as was noted above) were presented with a sheet numbered to correspond to the 15 questions they had just answered. Next to each number were a yes/no response and five alternative source response options (i.e., saw, read, both, don't know, and neither) . Higham (1998) suggested this five-source option in order to rule out the possibility of source guessing arising from familiarity misjudgments. The meaning of the first three of these options is self-evident. Inclusion of the don't know response allowed the participants the opportunity to be noncommittal with their source attribution, thus ruling out source attributions based on guessing. This response is equivalent to saying "I know it occurred somewhere in the context of the experiment, but I don't know where." The neither response option allowed the participants the opportunity to indicate that they had answered the yes/no question but had no real reason for answering it the way in which they did. The instructions for the source task are presented in the Procedure section.
Individual Difference Measures
Confidence-accuracy. Tomes and Katz (1997) and others (e.g., Loftus, Levidow, & Duensing, 1992) hypothesized that if individuals have poor overall memory for the original event, they are likely to be more susceptible to misinformation, and both studies provided support for this hypothesis. Moreover, Tomes and Katz (2000) reported a strong positive confidence-accuracy calibration for items not involving misinformation but virtually no confidence-accuracy calibration for misinformation items. The Goodman-Kruskal gamma correlation (see Nelson, 1984 Nelson, , 1987 was used to obtain a measure of the calibration of confidence and accuracy for each participant and, as such, is treated as an individual difference variable that provides a measure of feeling-of-knowing (Nelson, 1984) . As had been done by Tomes and Katz (2000) , two gamma correlations were calculated for each participant: one calibrating a participant's confidenceaccuracy relation for misinformation items (MI gamma) and the other calibrating the confidence-accuracy relation for nonmisinformation items (NMI gamma). To calculate the gamma correlation for a participant, the number of concordant pairs (confident with a correct item response or not confident with an incorrect item response) and the number of discordant pairs (confident with an incorrect item response or not confident with a correct item response) were examined. For present purposes, choosing the value 1 or 2 on the 5-point confidence scale indicates a nonconfident response, and a confident response was indicated by choosing one of the remaining values (i.e., 3, 4, or 5). The basic formula for the gamma is (concordant pairs Ϫ discordant pairs)/(concordant pairs ϩ discordant pairs). The gamma correlation can range from Ϫ1.00 to 1.00, and like parametric correlations, values closer to the absolute value of 1 represent stronger relations between the variables of interest, and values close to 0 represent weak relations.
Dissociation. Dissociation is defined as the "lack of the normal integration of thoughts, feelings, and experiences into the stream of consciousness and memory" (Bernstein & Putnam, 1986, p. 727) . Various studies (e.g., Hyman & Billings, 1998; Winograd et al., 1998) have noted significant relations between this variable and the creation of false memories (but see Drivdahl & Zaragoza, 2001, and Platt, Lacey, Iobst, & , Finkelman, 1998 , in which no relation was found). Winograd et al. suggested that those reporting dissociative experiences might be prone to false memory creation because they fail to properly monitor the source of their memories. To our knowledge, no studies have been done to examine the potential relation between dissociation and habitual susceptibility. Dissociation was measured in the present study with Goldberg's (1999) Curious Experiences Survey (CES; see also Cann & Harris, 2003) . The CES consists of 31 statements that are responded to on a 5-point Likerttype scale (1 ϭ never, 5 ϭ always) with higher scores being indicative of self-reported dissociative experiences.
Absorption. Tellegen and Atkinson (1974) defined absorption "as a disposition for having episodes of 'total' attention that fully engages one's representational (i.e., perceptual, enactive, imaginative, and ideational) resources" (p. 268). Destun and Kuiper (1996) have suggested that absorption may play a role in the creation of false autobiographical memories, and Platt et al. (1998) have reported support for this contention. Platt et al. has suggested further that absorption might be related to susceptibility to misinformation acceptance. This was examined in the present study, and absorption was measured with the 50-item Individual Difference QuestionnaireAbsorption (IDQ-A; Destun, 1994) . Participants respond to each item on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (almost always). The IDQ-A is a compilation of various measures of absorption and related constructs and was constructed to be a more comprehensive measure of absorption (Destun, 1994) .
Dysphoria. MacFarland and Morris (1998) reported that dysphoric individuals are more suggestible in general than nondysphoric individuals are, and this was examined in the present study in the context of habitual susceptibility. Dysphoria was measured with the 21-item Beck Depression Inventory (BDI; Beck, Rush, Shaw, & Emery, 1979) . High scores on the BDI reflect dysphoria, or negative affect, which Kendall, Hollon, Beck, Hammen, and Ingram (1987) have stated is not specific to depression. As had been done by MacFarland and Morris and suggested by Kendall et al., participants scoring 9 or above on the BDI were classified as dysphoric, and all others were classified as nondysphoric.
Emotional self-focus. Mitchell and Johnson (2000) have suggested that focusing on one's own emotions might be disruptive to memory-encoding processes and potentially lead to source confusions when one is later tested for the source of the memory. Two individual difference variables potentially related to emotional selffocus were examined in the present study. The first was fear of negative evaluation, a component of social-evaluative anxiety, and this was measured with the Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale (FNE; Watson & Friend, 1969) . Gudjonsson (1988) has reported a modest positive relation between fear of negative evaluation and suggestibility, suggesting a possible relation between this variable and habitual susceptibility. Participants respond true or false for each of the 30 items that make up this measure. Higher scores on this measure are indicative of greater social-evaluative anxiety or fear of negative evaluation.
The second individual difference variable that may be related to emotional self-focus is that of state self-esteem, and the State SelfEsteem Scale (SSES; Heatherton & Polivy, 1991) was used to measure the participant's level of self-esteem during the testing session. A measure of state self-esteem was chosen, rather than a general trait selfesteem measure, because the situational context of answering suggestive questions may lead individuals to doubt their abilities. The SSES consists of 20 items that are rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale. High scores on this measure are indicative of low state self-esteem.
Boredom proneness. The source-monitoring framework also predicts that the criteria adopted when determining the source of a memory can influence the attribution made (Mitchell & Johnson, 2000) . Leary, Rogers, Canfield, and Coe (1986) have argued that an individual's experienced level of boredom is a function of the cognitive effort required to sustain focused attention. As such, it seems reasonable that boredom-prone individuals would be less likely to thoroughly evaluate the source of their memory before making an attribution, thus making them habitually susceptible to misinformation acceptance. The 28-item Boredom Proneness Scale (BPS; Farmer & Sundberg, 1986) was used in the present study to measure self-reported levels of boredom for the participants. Participants respond to each item on this scale by indicating whether the statement is true or false for them. Higher scores on this measure are indicative of higher levels of boredom.
Locus of control. Paddock et al. (1998) and Paddock et al. (2000) have reported that individuals with an external locus of control are more vulnerable to suggestion and, consequently, more likely to commit source-monitoring errors. The college form of the Adult Nowicki-Strickland Internal-External Control Scale (ANSIE; Nowicki & Duke, 1983 ) was used to measure locus of control. Participants respond yes or no, as applicable, to this 40-item measure. High scores on this measure indicate an external locus of control.
Vividness of visual imagery. Many studies (e.g., Tomes & Katz, 1997; Winograd et al., 1998) have provided evidence of a relation between imagery vividness and suggestibility. Consistent with predictions from the source-monitoring framework (e.g., Johnson et al., 1993) , Dobson and Markham (1993) demonstrated a direct relation between self-reported imagery abilities and source errors, in which high imagers were more likely than low imagers to misattribute the source of their memory. Vividness of visual imagery was assessed with the Vividness of Visual Imagery Questionnaire (VVIQ-2; Marks, 1995) . Participants are asked to visualize each of the 32 items and then rate the vividness of their image on a 5-point scale. High scores on the VVIQ-2 indicate vivid visual imagery.
Procedure
The participants in this study were informed that they were participating in a study of memory for movies and that their memory for the event viewed would be tested. They were not informed that some of the postevent questions contained misinformation. The participants were first instructed to pay close attention to the video presentation. After viewing a video clip, the participants were asked to complete the first set of 15 ( yes/no) questions pertaining to the video they had just viewed.
After completing the first question set related to the video clip that was viewed, the participants then completed some of the individual difference measures. These measures were organized into three assessment packages. The completion of each assessment package took approximately 15 min and served as a delay period before the participants were assessed for misinformation acceptance. The first package contained the boredom-proneness and the fear-of-negative-evaluation measures. The items from both of these measures were randomly combined into one 58-item questionnaire. The final portion of the first assessment package consisted of 10 items randomly drawn from the locus-of-control measure. The second assessment package contained the measure of absorption and 20 items randomly chosen from the locus-of-control measure. The third assessment package consisted of the dissociation measure, the dysphoria measure, and the final 10 items from the locus-of-control measure.
After completing an individual difference assessment package, the participants were presented with a second set of questions (15 yes/no items) that assessed whether or not they had accepted the misinformation presented earlier and had reported an altered memory for the event witnessed. After completion of this set of misinformation acceptance questions, half of the participants in each condition were instructed that some people tend to rush through the questions without giving much thought to the answers they give. 2 As such, these participants were further instructed, "We would like you to reread each question and think about why you responded yes or no to each question. On the sheet of paper provided, re-answer each question by circling yes or no again, you may change any of your original answers if you wish. Then, by circling one of the response options (saw, read, both, don't know, or neither), we would like you to indicate the source from which you base your yes/no response. That is, if your yes/no response is based on your memory of the video, circle saw, if it is based on something you read in the questions answered about the video, circle read, if it is based on your memory of the video and the questions, circle both, if you are unsure if your response is based on the video or the questions, but know that it is based on something that occurred during the experiment, circle don't know, and finally, if you have no idea why you responded the way in which you did, circle neither." As has been indicated, these participants had their original yes/no response available to them during the source identification task and were instructed that they could change their original response. 3 In summary, the pattern for one trial consisted of watching a video clip, presentation of misinformation, completion of one of the individual difference packages, and assessment of misinformation acceptance (and source identification, if applicable). This pattern was repeated for the second and third video clips. The individual difference packages were always presented in a fixed order-first package, second package, and third package-as was discussed above. The video clips were presented randomly, so that each of the video clips was presented first, second, and third equally often. After all of the measures had been completed in the third trial, the participants were presented with the state self-esteem measure and the measure of imagery vividness. The participants were presented with these measures last in order to avoid any potential bias effects, because the explicit nature of the imagery measure may invoke its use and because interest was in the aftereffects of suggestive questioning on state selfesteem. After completion of these measures, the participants were told the nature of the study and were provided with a written feedback form, and any questions they may have had were answered. The total time to complete the study was approximately 75 min.
RESULTS

Overall Memory Performance
To examine overall accuracy on the 67 items that did not contain or assess misinformation, the responses of the participants not exposed to misinformation (the control condition) were compared with the responses of the two groups of participants exposed to misinformation (the source and nonsource conditions). The right-hand panel of Table 1 presents the means and standard deviations for the number of correct responses on the nonmisinformation items for the participants in these three groups. Overall, performance by the three groups of participants was comparable on these 67 items [F(2,193) ϭ 0.07, MS e ϭ 12.01, n.s.]. The number of correct responses by all the participants on these nonmisinformation items ranged from 43 (64% correct) to 64 (96% correct), with an average of 87%, which is consistent with the results reported in Tomes and Katz (1997) . This finding indicates that, regardless of condition, the participants were fairly accurate when responding to items assessing their veridical memory of witnessed events.
The responses when the 12 items of misinformation (from the first yes/no assessment questionnaire) were accepted were summed to determine whether the items of misinformation had an effect on the responses given by the participants in the two experimental conditions, when compared with the responses given by the participants in the control condition (see the left-hand panel of Table 1 for the means and standard deviations when misinformation items were accepted). This analysis resulted in significant between-condition differences [F(2,193) ϭ 13.08, MS e ϭ 4.54, p Ͻ .001]. 4 Post hoc tests using Tukey's HSD indicated that the two experimental conditions did not significantly differ from each other but that both of these conditions did significantly differ from the control condition ( p Ͻ .001). The participants in the two experimental conditions were more likely to respond in a manner indicating their acceptance of the misinformation items than were those participants in the control condition. This finding replicates the general misinformation effect reported in the literature, in which participants exposed to misinformation are more likely to report it as having occurred in the event witnessed.
Identifying and Discriminating Habitual Susceptibility to Misinformation
Habitual susceptibility was defined, as in Tomes and Katz (1997) , as acceptance of at least one item of misinformation for each of the three video clips. As in previous studies (e.g., Loftus et al., 1992; Tomes & Katz, 1997) , not all misinformation items were included in this susceptibility analysis. A set of effective misinformation Table 2 , and all of the misinformation items are presented in Appendix A. Consistent with Tomes and Katz (1997) , individuals were then classified according to the number of video events for which they accepted at least one item of misinformation per event. As in the earlier study, most people (95.3%) accepted misinformation on at least one of the three events viewed, but fairly few (26.2%) accepted some misinformation on all three events. It is the latter that we designated as habitually susceptible to accepting misinformation.
The following results will focus on identifying possible individual differences that discriminate individuals identified as habitually susceptible to misinformation from those less susceptible to the effects of misinformation. Only the data from the participants in the two experimental conditions were utilized in these analyses. In order to determine what individual difference variables discriminate between habitual and nonhabitual participants, it was decided to collapse across the two experimental conditions for the reported analyses. 6 The group labeled habitually susceptible (accepting misinformation in each of the three events) comprised 26.2% (n ϭ 39; 1 participant identified as habitually susceptible was excluded from the present analyses because of incomplete individual difference data) of the experimental condition participants, whereas the nonhabitual group (accepting misinformation in two or fewer events) comprised 73.8% (n ϭ 110) of the experimental condition participants. Table 3 presents the means and standard deviations for the two groups on the individual difference measures, and the rightmost column in this table presents pointbiserial correlations between habitual susceptibility and the individual difference measures. For these correlations, habitual susceptibility to misinformation acceptance was dummy-coded as one (1) and nonhabitual susceptibility was dummy-coded as zero (0). This was also the case for dysphoria (nondysphoric ϭ 0 and dysphoric ϭ 1). The intercorrelations among the various individual difference variables are presented in Appendix B. As Table 3 illustrates, habitual susceptibility was related to four of the individual difference variables. Habitually susceptible individuals tended to report more dissociative experiences, had higher scores on the measure of dysphoria, reported lower levels of state self-esteem, and demonstrated virtually no calibration (i.e., mean MI gamma was near zero; see Table 3 ) between their confidence and accuracy on the items of misinformation.
To determine whether the set of individual difference measures could predict habitual susceptibility to misinformation acceptance, a logistic regression analysis was conducted using the forced entry procedure. 7 A significant regression equation was obtained [χ 2 (11, n ϭ 150) ϭ 35.67, p Ͻ .001], with a Nagelkerke R 2 value of .31. Two of the individual difference measures were significant predictors of habitual susceptibility when the effects of the other variables were removed statistically: the misinformation gamma measure (β ϭ Ϫ9.74, p Ͻ .001) and the measure of dissociation (β ϭ 0.05, p Ͻ .01). The partial correlations for these two measures with habitual susceptibility were Ϫ.33 and .23, respectively.
Source Monitoring
Recall that a major aim of the study was to relate habitual acceptance of misinformation to source attribution. In this section, we will examine the source attributions made by the participants who completed the sourcemonitoring task. Unlike previous research (e.g., Lindsay & Johnson, 1989) , the intent was not to determine whether source monitoring would reduce misinformation acceptance but simply to examine the source that individuals would attribute to their yes/no responses. Conditional probabilities were calculated for individuals on the basis of their category of response (i.e., yes or no) and their corresponding source attributions to that category for both the misinformation and the nonmisinformation items. As such, four 3 (group: control, habitual, or nonhabitual) ϫ 5 (source attribution) split plot analyses of variance (ANOVAs) are presented, using conditional probability as the dependent variable. No main effect of group will be reported with these analyses, because all the probabilities must sum to one. Thus, our interest is in the main effect of type of source and the group ϫ type of source interaction. The second yes/no response for all of these items was used when the conditional probabilities were calculated. The aim of these analyses was to determine whether the pattern of source attributions differed for the control group and the two groups identified earlier as habitually and nonhabitually susceptible to misinformation acceptance. The degrees of freedom for the analyses reported below are based on the GreenhouseGeisser adjustment. The first two analyses focused on the source attributions when the participants were responding correctly and incorrectly to the items that did not contain misinformation (33 items in all). The last two analyses were performed to examine source attributions when misinformation was incorrectly accepted (i.e., responding yes) and when misinformation was correctly rejected (i.e., responding no; 12 items in all). 8 As was mentioned earlier, some individuals did not accept any items of misinformation; as a result, these individuals were excluded from the analysis performed to examine source attributions when misinformation was accepted (the group sizes for each analysis are included in the respective tables that follow). Table 4 presents the means and standard deviations of the conditional probabilities for the five source options for each of the three groups when they were responding correctly to the nonmisinformation items. There was a significant main effect of source attribution [F(3,214) ϭ 703.70, MS e ϭ 0.02, p Ͻ .001], indicating that the proportion of attributions to each source differed. That is, regardless of group, all the participants were far more likely to attribute their correct responses for these items to something that they remembered seeing in the video event. The group ϫ source attribution interaction was not significant [F(5,214) ϭ 1.28, MS e ϭ 0.02].
Source attributions for nonmisinformation items. The upper panel of
The lower panel of Table 4 presents the means and standard deviations of the conditional probabilities for the nonmisinformation items when they were answered incorrectly for each of the three groups. Once again, the interaction was not significant [F(5,217) ϭ 0.51, MS e ϭ 0.07]. As above, the proportion of attributions to each source was significantly different [F(3,217) ϭ 127.3, MS e ϭ 0.07, p Ͻ .001], with again, the saw option the predominate attribution.
In summary, for items in which there was no postevent misinformation presented, all the groups tended to attribute their memories, whether correct or not, to something seen in the event.
Source attributions for misinformation items. The upper panel of Table 5 presents the means and standard deviations for each of the source response options when items of misinformation were accepted, for each of the three groups, expressed as conditional probabilities. The main effect of source attribution [F(3,231) ϭ 40.37, MS e ϭ 0.09, p Ͻ .001] was significant. Importantly, the group ϫ source interaction also was significant [F(5,231) ϭ 4.53, MS e ϭ 0.09, p Ͻ .001], indicating that the pattern of source attributions differed as a function of group.
To determine how the source attributions for each group differed, post hoc tests were conducted contrasting each possible pair of source attributions within a Note-Sample sizes were the following: control, n ϭ 21; habitual, n ϭ 20; nonhabitual, n ϭ 54. group, using Tukey's HSD with alpha set at .05. Significantly more attributions were made to the saw response than to any other attribution response for the control group. No other comparisons were significantly different for this group. The individuals in the nonhabitual group made significantly more saw attributions than any of the other possible attribution responses. The nonhabituals also made significantly more read responses than neither or don't know responses. No other comparisons were significantly different for this group. In contrast, the habitual group was equally likely to give a saw or read attribution when accepting misinformation but made significantly more saw attributions, when compared with the other three possible attributions. Similarly, significantly more read attributions were made, when compared with both, neither, and don't know attributions. No other comparisons were significantly different.
The lower panel of Table 5 presents the means and standard deviations for each of the source response options when items of misinformation were correctly rejected, expressed as conditional probabilities, for each of the three groups. For this analysis, the group ϫ source interaction [F(5,217) ϭ 1.64, MS e ϭ 0.04] was not significant. The main effect of source attribution was significant [F(3,217) ϭ 292.33, MS e ϭ 0.04, p Ͻ .001], indicating that the predominate response across the three groups was to the saw response option.
In summary, analogous to what was reported for nonmisinformation items, for items subjected to postevent misinformation all three groups attributed their memories to something seen in the event presented, when they correctly rejected the misinformation. However, when accepting misinformation, the habitual and the nonhabitual participants differed: Nonhabitual individuals were reliably more likely to attribute a false memory to something seen in the event, whereas habitually susceptible individuals were as likely to attribute the memory to something read (the correct source) as to something seen (the incorrect source).
DISCUSSION
The findings are clear. First, as in Tomes and Katz (1997) , there were some individuals identified as especially susceptible to accepting postevent misinformation as an event memory. In contrast to the usual observation in misinformation studies in which a single event has been employed, where only a proportion of the sample is susceptible to the misinformation effect, the present study suggests that when individuals are given enough opportunities to report misinformation, they tend to do so. Indeed, in this study, 95.3% of our participants accepted some misinformation on at least one of the three events viewed, a proportion reasonably similar to that reported by Tomes and Katz (1997) , who reported that only 2% of their participants exposed to misinformation were completely resistant to reporting the misinformation. The importance of this finding is directly related to false memory studies-including, but not limited to, misinformation studies-in which individual differences are examined as contributing factors in illusory memory creation. In general, in these studies, illusory memory creation is not examined as an individual difference variable. As such, individuals that create, or report, illusory memories in these studies may do so only occasionally and may not demonstrate a tendency or predisposition to do so repeatedly. This reasoning may explain why some of the individual differences measured in the present study, and selected on the basis of demonstrated relations with illusory memory creation, did not demonstrate relations with habitual reporting of illusory memories.
The second aim of the present study was to identify individual differences between those individuals identified as habitually susceptible to misinformation and those individuals identified as nonhabitual. The major finding here was an overall failure to find relationships between psychometric measures and habitual susceptibility status. The major exception was the observed association between dissociation and habitual susceptibility. Dissociation broadly refers to the failure to integrate experiences into consciousness and memory. The present association between habitual susceptibility and dissociation supports the findings reported in Hyman and Billings (1998) and Winograd et al. (1998) . Moreover, the present relation extends the association of this variable with false memory creation, using a different false memory paradigm. The association reported in Hyman and Billings was obtained with a paradigm designed to create personally relevant false childhood memories, and Winograd et al. obtained their results with a word intrusion paradigm. However, it should be noted that Drivdahl and Zaragoza (2001) failed to find a relation between dissociation and susceptibility to suggestion. Although there are many methodological differences between the present study and the study reported by Drivdahl and Zaragoza, one likely explanation for the discrepant find- Note-Accepting misinformation is indicative of responding yes to an item, and rejecting misinformation is indicative of responding no to an item. The sample sizes for the upper panel were the following: control, n ϭ 17; habitual, n ϭ 20; nonhabitual, n ϭ 53. For the lower panel, the sample sizes were 21, 20, and 54, respectively. ings concerns the definition of susceptibility to suggestion. As was alluded to earlier, the present research was focused on individuals with a propensity to habitually report information that was only suggested. In contrast, and as with most misinformation studies, Drivdahl and Zaragoza measured suggestibility on the basis of a single witnessed event. As such, their failure to find a relation between dissociation and suggestibility may be a result of their participants being equated to the individuals identified as nonhabitual in the present study: those accepting suggested information only occasionally, and not habitually (although certainly some of their participants might be considered habitually susceptible, as defined herein, had they been measured on this variable). In addition to the psychometric measures, we included a measure of the association between memory accuracy and confidence. The data replicated those in Tomes and Katz (2000) in demonstrating, overall, a reliable and substantial concordance for items not subject to misinformation but a very low relationship for those subject to postevent misinformation (see Table 3 ). We extended this finding to demonstrate that habitually susceptible participants exhibit an even greater disconnect between their confidence and accuracy for items subject to misinformation than do nonhabitual participants. This finding, on its face, is consistent with the greater dissociation observed with the habitually susceptible participants.
The failure to replicate the association between imagery and overall memory performance and habitual susceptibility reported in Tomes and Katz (1997) should be noted. The imagery measure used in the present study was a revised version of the one that Tomes and Katz (1997) employed, a difference that may account for this replication failure. It is less clear why the memory performance results did not replicate, although it is possible that the explicit source-monitoring task used in the present study may have influenced performance accuracy on these items. Nonetheless, the same pattern of associations was evident between the present results and those in Tomes and Katz (1997) .
The lack of significant relations between the other psychometric variables and habitual susceptibility is less clear. One possibility could be that the manner in which misinformation was presented and assessed in the present study was not sensitive to any potential relations that might exist. Many of the variables used in the present study assessed personality characteristics, and a strong interpersonal context might be required to detect relations between these variables and suggestibility. For example, the relation between locus of control and suggestibility reported by Paddock and colleagues (Paddock et al., 1998; Paddock et al., 2000) was found with a guided visualization technique that increased an individual's susceptibility to suggestion. In both of these studies, susceptibility to suggestion was positively related to an external locus of control, and this finding was explained as resulting from an external reliance on outside sources of information, rather than on personal experience, when personal judgments were made. The failure to find the relation in the present study may be a result of the subtlety of the outside source of information (the misinformation questions), in comparison with the relatively strong source used in the Paddock studies (a male clinical psychologist). Moreover, Porter, Birt, Yuille, and Lehman (2000) have demonstrated an interaction between interviewer/interviewee personality characteristics, so that an extroverted interviewer was able to implant suggestions and receive more false memory reports from an introverted interviewee. As such, it seems plausible to suggest that the personality variables used in the present study might be found to be significantly related to habitual susceptibility if future research were to use a stronger and more interpersonal methodology to implant suggestive information.
Finally, a major aim was to see whether habitual susceptibility status could be related to source attribution. Consequently, we examined explicit source attributions in terms of yes/no responses, to determine whether the pattern of attributions would differ between individuals not exposed to misinformation and individuals exposed to misinformation-specifically, those identified as habitually and nonhabitually susceptible. The pattern of source attributions for the nonmisinformation items is consistent with what would be expected. The results indicated that control, habitual, and nonhabitual participants made similar source attributions when responding correctly and incorrectly to the nonmisinformation items. The participants correctly attributed their correct responses for nonmisinformation items to something they saw in the video event. They also attributed their incorrect responses for these items to something they remembered seeing. Although their initial yes/no response was incorrect in this case, they correctly identified the source from which the memory should have originated. This conclusion is further supported by the relatively few attributions to the other possible source options by each of the three groups, with the tendency for individuals in each group to make a neither or don't know attribution when responding incorrectly to these nonmisinformation items.
As predicted by the source-monitoring framework, nonhabitual individuals, when accepting misinformation, appeared to do so because they failed to correctly identify the source of the misinformation. This conclusion is based on the proportion of saw responses (50%) when misinformation was accepted, in comparison with their proportion of read responses (27%). To speculate, it may be that source misattributions by nonhabitual individuals are a result of a heuristic process that is fast and nondeliberate (Johnson et al., 1993) , leading to a plausible inference as to the source of the memory, although this plausible source is incorrect. That is, because the misinformation had been previously encountered in the postevent questions, when the misinformation was encountered on the assessment test, the familiarity of the misinformation biased the response in favor of something that had actually been witnessed in the original event.
This explanation converges with the results in Bayen, Nakamura, Dupuis, and Yang (2000) , in which it was found that failure to remember the source of information led to an attribution based on an expectation of the correct source. Because the participants were instructed that they would be tested on their memory for the event witnessed, in all likelihood, the event witnessed was considered an expected source. If only the misinformation memory trace was available, it should not be surprising that the nonhabituals attributed that memory to this expected source. This expectation-based attribution would also account for the finding that the control group participants also attributed the majority of their incorrect misinformation acceptances (66%) to something that they thought they had seen in the event witnessed, because for these individuals there was no other plausible source, since they had never been presented with misinformation.
When accepting misinformation, individuals identified as habitually susceptible demonstrated a different pattern of source attributions than the nonhabitually susceptible and the controls did. For this group, they were as likely to attribute their memory to something seen (39%) as to something read (38%). We are left with something of a puzzle: Habitually susceptible individuals are more likely to make correct attributions of source (which is that it was not presented in the event viewed but was presented in written text after the fact) while, at the same time, being more likely to accept the event as having actually occurred. Two possible explanations for this paradox suggest themselves, both of which suggest that habituals are more likely to have access to separate memories for both the original event and the misinformation, consistent with McCloskey and Zaragoza's (1985) contention that, at least for this group of people, postevent misinformation does not overwrite the original event memory.
The first possibility is that habituals are more likely to view both a video event and misinformation items as being an accurate depictions of what they witnessedthus failing to consider that one source may not be a veridical representation of the event witnessed (specifically, the misinformation items). These individuals seem to have some awareness that the information did originate from different sources, as reflected in their pattern of attributions, yet they still maintain a commitment to accepting the misinformation by failing to change their original yes response (see note 3). Thus, even though they may accurately remember the source of the information to be the postevent items, they may believe that the postevent questions were, in fact, accurately describing the event. This acceptance could be due to a general tendency for habituals to be more naively accepting of the veracity of accounts or to a lack of confidence in their own memory of the events viewed. The confidenceaccuracy data described earlier would be consistent with a confidence-based account.
A second possibility cannot be discounted: Because habitually susceptible individuals accept more items of misinformation across multiple witnessed events (by definition), they are also able to correctly monitor the source of their memory, at least to some degree. In other words, they are able to make the correct source attribution for misinformation items by responding read, at least some of the time, thus demonstrating less source confusion than the nonhabituals do. We cannot offer an outright rejection of this interpretation on the basis of the data presented. However, it is not clear why they would indicate a yes response (as in yes, I saw it) and then also indicate that they read the misinformation when choosing a source with which to justify the yes response. Perhaps by having their original yes response (which is equivalent to saying saw) available to them when making their explicit attribution, they then indicated read because, in combination, the two are equivalent to responding both, the latter of which is common in this paradigm (see, e.g., Mitchell, Johnson, & Mather, 2003) . 9 In summary, whatever explanation is found ultimately to be correct, two major points are clear from the source attribution data. First, regardless of group membership, all the participants made similar source attributions when correctly and incorrectly responding to nonmisinformation items and when correctly rejecting misinformation items. The predominate source chosen for these responses was saw, the expected source of event information, and this is consistent with the source-monitoring framework. Second, when falsely accepting items of misinformation, habitually and nonhabitually susceptible individuals exhibited different source attributions patterns. Habituals, much more than nonhabituals, were more likely to make the correct source attribution (i.e., read ) but still, paradoxically, to accept the misinformation as having occurred in the event.
In conclusion, the data presented here provide an initial profile of a person who habitually accepts postevent information as part of his or her memory. This person has higher dissociative tendencies, cannot calibrate his or her confidence in the accuracy of his or her memories, and tends to accept misinformation about an event even when recognizing that the information was not present in the experienced event.
examined using a 3 ϫ 3 split-plot ANOVA to analyze event order and participant condition, with the three video events as the within-subjects factor and the three participant conditions as the between-subjects factor. Only the main effect of event order and the event order ϫ participant condition interaction are of importance in respect to assessing carryover effects, and no significant differences were found for either of these effects, using the Greenhouse-Geisser adjustment [F(2,379) ϭ 2.19, MS e ϭ 0.80, n.s., and F(4,379) ϭ 2.10, MS e ϭ 0.80, n.s., respectively]. These findings rule out the possibility that carryover effects influenced the participants' performance.
5. This method of identifying effective misinformation items was proposed by Loftus et al. (1992) , because it identifies only those items that show greater misinformation acceptance by the experimental group, in comparison with the control group.
6. Before the two experimental conditions were collapsed, analyses were conducted to determine whether the participants in the conditions differed in their responses to any of the individual difference measures. There were no significant response differences found between the two conditions on any of the measures. This finding, combined with the fact that a common set of misinformation items was used to identify habitually and nonhabitually susceptible individuals, seems to us to be a justification for increasing the power of the present analyses.
7. The criterion variable (habitual susceptibility) for this analysis is dichotomous; as such, a logistic regression analysis is warranted, rather than a linear regression analysis. For interest sake, we also conducted a linear regression analysis, using the criterion variable as a continuous measure, in which individuals could range from 0 to 4 on the measure of habitual susceptibility. A similar pattern of findings was obtained [F(11,148) ϭ 5.07, p Ͻ .001; R 2 ϭ .29, adjusted R 2 ϭ .23]. Both the misinformation gamma (β ϭ Ϫ4.75; t ϭ Ϫ6.33, p Ͻ .001; partial r ϭ Ϫ.48) and the measure of dissociation (β ϭ 0.01; t ϭ 2.33, p Ͻ .05; partial r ϭ .20) were significant predictors of habitual susceptibility.
8. For this analysis, we have made no distinction between misinformation items that demonstrated a misinformation effect and those that did not, in order to increase the power of the analysis. Our primary interest was in the source attributions made when the participants responded yes or no, regardless of whether a specific misinformation item was more likely to be responded to in a particular manner by the participants in the control or the experimental condition.
9. We thank Marcia K. Johnson for this suggestion.
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